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PARKWAY BELT WEST 
INTERESTED GROUPS AND RESIDENTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


801 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
February 21, 1975 


The Honourable W. Darcy McKeough 
Treasurer of Ontario and Minister of 
Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs 


Dear Mr. McKeough: 


As requested by the Honourable John White on June msg 
Toya s -purswans tefsection 3 of the Ontaric Planning’ ‘and 
Development Act (1973), we have been reviewing the plans 
prepared by government staff concerning the Parkway Belt 
West and have prepared a report thereon. 


We are pleased to submit herewith our report which 
We crisw~ youswil |) find heloful. 


Should you wieh further assistance from us in the 


subsequent stages of implementation of the Parkway Belt West 
Plan, we shall be pleased to be informed of your wishes. 
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preparation of this report through part-time 
representation on the advisory committee or as 
committee alternates for the signers include 

Janet Lay, Rae Cunningham, Helen White, Edward A. 
Perry, Phil Carberry, Lee Symmes, John Wo. smith. 
BE. C. Nokes, Edward D. Learoyd, James G. Marshall, 
John G. Dow, Fred Wade. 
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PREAMBLE 


The Parkway Belt West Interested Groups and Residents 
Advisory Committee has completed its study of the Parkway 
Belt West Plan as prepared by government staff and is 


reporting herewith. 


Our study commenced in June 1974 and continued with almost 
weekly meetings during the summer and early fall months and 
tmGo LOTS. Sixteen meetings were held in all. iit SddiGiorn..7o 
dtscussions with starr assigned to the preparation of the Plan, 
we have also met with other government staff responsible for 
planning of future hichways, transit, hydro lines and trails 
as well as conducting on-site inspections of the areas 
involved. No information requested has been withheld and we 


have been pleased with the co-operation received. 


TERMS OF REFERENCE 


Under Section 3 of the Ontario Planning and Development 
Act (1973) the minister (Treasurer of Ontario and Minister of 


Economies and Intergovernmental Affairs) was required to 


"establish two or more advisory committees 
consisting of such persons as the minister 
avpeints}iene of which will) represent the 
MuiieLpabiotec im .yhne development, plan area 
in whole or in part and one of which will be 
broadly representative of the people of the 
development plan area, to advise and make 
recommendations to the minister in respect 
of the preparation and implementation of 

any development plan, and to perform any 
other function given to them by the minister." 


At our first meeting on June 18, 1974, the Hon. John 
White, your predecessor in the treasury porurollos requested 
our committee at this stage to assist the Parkway Belt starr 
in resolving the issues and to report final comments to him 


directly. He also indicated that in future, our committee 
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rould- if Mcrae chose:., preset. a submission at.thes public 
hearings end should be: avallablers af requested to review the 
report of the hearing officers and to further advise him 


during implementation of the Plan. 


The following comments and recommendations respond to 
the minister's request for the initial stage of our assign- 
ment and have been grouped generally in accordance with the 
sections of the third draft of the Parkway Belt West Plan 


with which we have been dealing. 


SECTION 1 — INTRODUCTION 


(a) Dustiriceacivoen 


The invroduction section of the Parkway Belt West Plan 
generally summarizes the location, authority and definitions 
used in wording of the Plan. It also refers to an appendix 
(not yet ready for our review) describing the historic back- 
ground and philosophy of the Plan as well as its preparation, 


approval, amendment and review processes. 


However, there does not appear to be included a clear 


ano Concise outline providing a justification, for, the Pian. 


We are aware of the goals and objectives as listed in 
the Plan and find these desirable. We are also aware of a 
favourable public response to your A Status Report on the 
Toronto-Centred Region in August 1971 wherein you state "of 
all the public responses which we have received since the 
release of the report (Design for Development: The Toronto- 
Centred Region) in May 1970, one of the most gratifying has 
been the endorsement of our decision to establish the Parkway 


Belt." 


However, nowhere do we find any assessment or statement 
of the costs «cither to the public at.ilarge or to these land- 
owners directly affected by the introduction of the Plan. 
Without information on costs which can be considered together 


with a listing of the benefits expected, it is dtr riculy for 
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persons considering the Plan to come to informed judgments 


el nes OCenerits or costs of the Plan. 


We have in mind at least the following types of inform- 


aulon=as Dedue wequired: 
Benefits (i) Toe the public at darge 


—- @ critical element inthe ‘two-tier 
apuroach to lakeshore municipalities 
(sense of community, separation, 
corridors) 


- provides desirable links to Escarp- 
ment, conservation and recreational 
areas, and trail systems 


a avoLtos wndue dislocation within urban 
-areas for utilities and transport 


(ii) To landowners and rights holders affected 


- enhances enjoyment of certain uses 
1m ao jolning areas 


Costs iy To the public av large 


= the cost of public Land acquisition and 
other compensation (if any) 


the. impacts Cm the (provincial economy 
through altering of normal economic 
processes 


(ii) To landowners and rights holders affected 


- the loss of future development rights, 
less compensation (if any) 


= pe=loeation troubles and costs 


WE RECOMMEND that a new section be added or that 
the Introduction section be enlarged to include 

9 treatment of the justification for the Plan, 
including a cost/benefit analysis alone the lines 
indicated above. 


(bo) Definition of Goals and Objectives 


In the definitions listed in the Plan, goals and object— 


ives are defined as follows: 
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Goals "The ideal or end to which a planned 
@ourse OF action 1s directed. It 
13) a yalue to pe sought airter, “nov 
anh object to bevachieved" 


Objectives "The end of action or Situacion "to 
be-meached. ft ~is°capable or both 
attainment and/or measurement" 

We question the need for distineussninge goals from object- 
ives and believe that the effort unnecessarily complicates the 
picture. Some objectives cannot be "attained and/or measured" 
as for example in 3.6 ("Place in one corridor as many as possible 
of the major transportation, communication and Meer etecutnies 4). 
Also, goals statements tend to be given little weight by 


readers if a stated goal is "not an object to be achieved." 


WE RECOMMEND that the term "objectives" be 
used and defined to cover both goals and 
objectives and that the separate iets (0 
goals and objectives be merged into one 

list of objectives; but designating separately 
those that are general and those that are 
specific. 


SECTION. 2 =—aGOALS OFPTHE. PARKWAY. BELT SY SaEM 


No further comment. See above. 


SECTION 3 - OBJECTIVES 


(a) Encouragement of Food Production 


The objectives given in the Plan include items such as 
the preservation of natural feacures but fall to include the 
preservation of areas for agriculture and the encouragement 


of food production as stated objectives. 


During discussions with the Parkway Belt staff, we have 
been made aware that the staff has had in mind during its 
plan preparation a knowledge of which areas are prime agri- 
culture land and which areas are not so, generally avoiding 


putting first-class agricultural land to other use. However, 


aon: 


‘har a2 ‘ ) a i aw ® ; e oll j as = : -™ 
4 P is bit 2: ver Ona S26 20ou do @@or 


/Saltgts poe lioy, bos volves hetnames sheet tadeoipa neat 4 


iA. 
i _ ; : 
bantioly « tetiw il time ary baee eam 
IT .bevoerts i neigh, Ve e tog a 
ton pera tae wes | 
| mw 


"Sweelaup eps : 


eo? salovitte to witha 30: 


OG j Sidi J is ‘ eo . ‘’. 


reat a 
a a 


ann - 
e5e 2 h0 Ai tek van rath 20 a * hobsen es —_ 
iodo f I [oeeE So Pe altas »* a . 2 7 ph ai -~ - : 


that nob fempa, sau at spety) Gye Ab aan 
a : - vo > 


ia Caw MII OO0fy 0°eF “baeg ae wivess aiteds 


) cE : re fA" ’ 7 * « 
. a eZ tao Autere @ 


‘a ? r Vay 4 on? ind , y MOOR " 
, ; o . ; ata ; Hi aie OUI ii SM i a 
; i j i » s > ii Bees, 6 


yy tosmeaG 7 
) : ¢ 4 : Hay en at | ney » 


aT, ' . a mF eels Bh 4) aa) feti 
2 {errors Mn tans neous -_ 
+i) 2200gE » 


a 
24 JAVAiey St 40 BIANCO + © wore 
— a 
: 7 
swvltts “owe. detente: Wakelin 
7 bie 
us / A, r o fi 5: Ati a 
—~ — << ample a en _ s@ uy 
- ‘ iy oie Th ’ > 7 
i / a! ti Bow? i - Tp. wine a Ant Ty 
: a. an 


< 4 “aren . af Wee at 4 7 iM et ; 
ea ‘ wal) ina et ; ee la covets eyes B: io ts a 
} shu tont ov teh ged. gory inet Loud ta Ta 


JRSM RATiaShN vt” hig veers ‘dad a ee 4 dy 
evr Ish hen pay te am: lane 


( Si) 2 +9 79 


Lavy ren CeyyipT wit ee ts ntevbs arb 
nod ericob Satay of bee mt Dei aa en . te 
~"2e lid ene apudn ‘onde Wasa Won 1 Ag & noi i 
jab foes ‘i Levene 6 vant 8 rete bet mu . 
12evnwoh sau ee a2 five a Th wate pi r. at 


; is : - a: a 
y 7 7 aT) - 
. . fh A a 


there is no reference to this among the stated objectives. 
Indeed. bhevonly reference we have noted in the Plan comes 
under Policies (section 5.1.2 (c) discussing agricultural 
incentives, block sizes and garden allotments, and section 


5.1.2 (d) discussing implementing legislation. ) 


Staff has also indicated an awareness of some of the 
problems in conducting some types or farming close to urban 
areas (1.e. apple orchards and stealing, sheep losses from 
eity dogs). However, again we do not find this: awareness 


reflected in the written word. 


We do find that, in a number of instances, lines have been 
drawn to include woodlots without indication to us Cb larrentlon 
having been paid to the impact on the present farm as an 
economic unit. The creation of less than economic units as 
a result of land removals or restrictions for Parkway Belt use 
seems hardly likely to achieve the desirable objective of food 
production in appropriate areas which we believe should be 
Siabed. 


In addition, we do not find among the objectives that of 
re-structuring smaller farm units created by land removals 
for the Plan into larger economic blocks. Nor coowe tind reter- 
ence to the potential problem of creation of undue isolation 
of food suppliers from nearby markets as a by-product of the 
separation objectives in the Pilerne=tn addition there is no 
reference an the Plan torthe problems of insecurity in length 
of tenure on individual farmers’ decisions to add capital 
improvements--a necessary part of a healthy food production 
system which we believe should be among the stated objectives 


Our wile le ikenal 4 


WE RECOMMEND that preservation of high-quality 
agricultural land in agricultural use be 
included among the stated general objectives 
of the Parkway Belt West Plan and be given 
priority at least as high as that. of parkland 
development and retention. Moreover, the 
government should consider grouping of smaller 
Parkway Belt farm lands where possible into 
larger economic units through acquisition and 
leaseback arrangements covering uneconomic and/or 
4solated farm properties. 
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(b) Encouragement of Reforestation 


There is reference among the objectives to the protect- 
son of features such as wooded areas (3.13) but nowhere among 
the stated objectives do we find reforestation given as a 


scaued objective. 


During our on-site inspection of the Parkway Belt West 
lands, we noted many instances such as the major area west of 
the Ninth Line and north of the Queen Elizabeth Way where 
there now are good tree stands, but many other areas contain 
rather scrubby growth that we believe would be desirable 


candidate areas for reforestation. 


We favour reforestation programs in the Parkway Belt where 
appropriate and of a kind that appear natural to the landscape 
with a variety of shapes rather than in munnatural blocks or 
"coniferous deserts". Reforestation could also occur within 
thin or scrubby or otherwise less acceptable existing tree 


Sioevaroels) . 


WE RECOMMEND that reforestation be included 
among the stated objectives of the Plan and 
that appropriate designations be ineLuded 
on the maps at points where this would. be 
desiraple. 


(c) Areas for Recreational Vehicle Use 


We note with pleasure that the objectives do. include 
(3.11). the creation of "major public open space that will 
provide opportunities for recreational activities that are 
accessible to the two-tier system of urban areas." 
Unfortunately, much of the designated open space, such as 
in the Northern Link with the hydro line to the south and 
Highway 407 to the north, is really unsuitable for quiet enjoy- 
ment of recreational pursuits and relatively few large open 
areas are included that are well clear of service corridors. 


This we regret. 


However, we do feel that an improvement could be made 


by a broadening of the present objective to include the 
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"unloading" to appropriate "quiet" areas of those recreational 
uses that involve noise and other environmental problems. It 
appears to us that the dedication for recreation vehicle use of 
some lands, where noise is of little concern, close to trans- 
portation corridors within the Parkway Beit, should be 
considered. This could have the very desirable effect of 
reducing the noise and other problems on trois pice as Tne 
Bruce Trail outside the Parkway Belt itself, as well as 
improving quiet enjoyment of the trails such as those existing 
or planned for natural or scenic points of interest within 

the Plan. Areas specifically set aside for use by operators 

of recreation vehicles such as snowmobiles, dune-buggies, all- 
terrain vehicles and motorcycles should please the operators 
who would be free of complaints while at the same time pleasing 
the users of hiking trails and the farmers lending Pang. Lor 
hiking trail purposes who would be free of noise and problems 


associated with recreational vehicle use. 


While we favour the use of the Parkway Belt lands for 
this purpose, we are aware of the dangers of putting snow- 
mobile trails too close to transportation facilities such as 
rail lines, thereby, perhaps, encouraging snowmobilers to 
travel on railway or road rights-of-way. Thais is 9a dangerous 
practice. Any snowmobile trails in the Parkway Belt should 
pe well-defined, “and "so locatediand marked as “to discourage 
travelling on rails or roads. As the province has now enacted 
major segments of new legislation timiting a landowner's 
liability should there be trespassing snowmobilers on his 
land, use of hydro-electric transmission rights-of-way would 
appear to us to be acceptable as snowmobile trails, although 
perhaps not as appealing to the snowmobile users as trails 


elsewhere primarily for the purpose. 


WE RECOMMEND that the objective of providing 
designated Recreational Motor Vehicle Use areas 
be included among the stated objectives with 
the dual purpose of providing appropriate areas 
for such recreation and of unloading of 
undesirable use from hiking trails and scenic 
points. 


(ad) Separation Objective not Appropriate 


In only one instance did we find that an objective was 
not appropriate and hence should be removed it OUP Seunder= 


standing of the. situation is correc... 


In the Southern Link, specific objective 6.2.2 (f) calls 
for the separation by open space of the Mississauga and 
Streetsville urban areas. If it were intended that these 
areas be so separated, then the East-West land corridor is 
too narrow and the node at the Credit River too small. However, 
we were informed during our discussions that the intention is 
not to have much more than a transportation and utility 
corridor as separation in that the urban area is expected to 
grow into a fairly continuous L-shaped area including Mississauga 
and Streetsville. As land costs for a wider separation Sar aD 
in this area would undoubtedly be very high and we have no 
reason to exclude the use ofthis land for urban purposes, 28 
would appear that the appropriate remedy is instead the 
correction of the objectives by removal of the separation 


objective at this point. 


WE RECOMMEND that the separation objective 
(6.000 (1)) be removed from the specific 
objectives of the Southern hink provided 

that the provincial intention is to permit an 
L-shaped urban area ineluding Mississauga and 
Streetsvilles If not, then attention jshould 
be directed towards widening the proposed 
Parkway Belt to provide a more effective 
separation. 


SECTION 4 - PLAN INTERPRETATION 


(a) Description as "Parkway Belt" 

We recognize that the designation of "Parkway Belt" 
has been utilized to describe the system of corridors and 
open spaces since the earliest days. However, we believe 
that the name is misleading and raises expectations that 


will not be met. 


Since’ the earliest descriptions, increasing emphasis 
has been placed on "park-like" uses as can be seen by comparing 


the current Plan with the earlier description in Design for 


Development: The Toronto-Centred Region in 1970 as 


"a multi-purpose service system which would 
incorporate many kinds d transportation, pipe- 
lines and electrical power lines, water and 
sewer lines, where applicable, with open space 
added. It would reduce the number of separate 
swaths cutting through the future urban communi- 
ties. Defiredopen space would provide trails 
joining intersecting ravines and the abutting 
parks, a buffer against traffic noise, room 

for selected low-density public facilities and 
respite from the frustrations caused by 
econtanuous Urbanization. The essentials are 
that it would include as many parallel trans- 
porcetion facilities, servicing and energy 
facilities (pipelines as well as electrical) 

as possible, and at the same time provide the 
greatest degree of flexibility for the future." 


However, in the areas closest to Metropolitan Toronto, Sb ieuieh wpalig = 
is provided in the way of open space except for narrow strips 
with an expressway on one side and a hydro-electric trans- 
mission tower line on the other side. This is hardly what 


springs to mind on hearing the word "Parkway". 


The other word, "Belt!" has even less to recommend it. 
Unlike the greenbelt in Ottawa, this Parkway Belt West doesn't 
really ring anything; rather it forms the spine of the system 
of two tiers of municipalities, separating the municipalities 


from each other and from undeveloped areas. 


At the same time we are aware that more than half of 
Parkway Belt acreage--usually more distant from Toronto rather 
than close at hand--is comprised of open space including park 
and farm land, and that the existence of this component should 


be recognized in the title. 


We also recognize that the name "Parkway Belt" has become 
historical and a familiar public phrase through long usage. 
Nonetheless, we feel that a more appropriate title is warranted. 


WE SUGGEST that the Parkway Belt be renamed 
"Parkway Service Corridor" and that the 
Parkway Belt West be renamed Parkway Service 
Corridor West. 


(b) Categories of Public Use Area and Complementary Use prea 


We have encountered considerable difficulty in the 
distinction between Public Use Areas and Complementary Use 
Aréas in that: 

‘ee some privately-owned areas existing prior to 

Cheracoprren of tae Plan are included as 
"nublic use” areas in the Parkway Belt West, 


even though not necessarily open to the 
general public, and 


(ii) public ownership lands may be located in 
"complementary use" areas of the Parkway Belt 
West as well as areas designated as public use. 
Although we have been informed on the need in planning to 
control "use" rather than "ownership", we also see the need 
to inform the public that "public use" lands may not be open 
to the public, even though publicly owned. Also, the public 
should be informed that "complementary use" areas are not 
always privately owned but may include lands in Dubiic ownership. 
If more designations are used, these would facilitate anyone 
with property rights understanding what the Sravus of cme area 
is and would facilitate a public understanding of whether private 


rights are involved or not. 


We also have some difficulty with the word "complementary" 
which has several common meanings. We prefer the word 
"compatible" for areas that are required to be used in a manner 
that follows the objectives of the Plan. 


WE RECOMMEND that the two present designations, 
Public Use Area and Complementary Use Area, be 

replaced by four designations showing ownership 
as well as intended use as follows: 


Gis) Public Use Areas (present public 
ownership or scheduled to be acquired) 

(145) Private ownership in Public Use Areas 

(414,) Public Compatible Use Areas 

(iv) Private Compatible Use Areas 
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(c) Integration with Other Systems 


Despite the frequent references by Parkway Belt West staff 
Gov she’ intended "fit" of the Parkway Belt West with adjoining 
planning and control systems, there is no reference i the 
Interpretation section introducing the maps Cee win vo. the way 
in which the Parkway Belt West is intended to fit into and be 
complementary with other systems such as the Niagara Escarpment 
plan, the conservation authorities in adjoining areas, une 
trails system, the "hole-in-the-doughnut" area intended to 
remain undeveloped and the Parkway Belt East. At many points 
the Plan is "open-ended", the person who drew the Plan knowing 
wWhae is,to0 (te beyond, but others mot likely able to appreciate 


what is intended as an overall scheme. 


M> some extenv, this problem of "fit" into overall plans 
is reduced by the recently released Central Ontario Lakeshore 
Urban Complex task force report in which Figure 5 does show the 
relation to the Niagara Escarpment Planning Area and the Park- 
way Belt Bast. However, 10 does not show important relations 
to conservation areas, trails and areas where development is 
not to take place or be deterred. Also, the COLUCG report. is 
only @-task force report and hence does not represent govern- 


ment policy, unlike the Parkway Belt West. 


We understand that the Parkway Belt West Plan itself, as 
a legal document, cannot include areas beyond its scope. 
However, we see no reason why an appendix cannot be added to 
anform readers of the fit with existing or planned systems 


beyond the bounds of the Parkway Belt West Plan area. 


WE RECOMMEND that the Parkway Belt West Plan 
contain an appendix including maps showing 
detail of immediately adjoining systems (pro- 
Vinehal, munieipal-or authority) that have a 
connection with the Parkway Belt as a planning 
Lit venice. 


(qd) Use of Codour,on,Maps 


The maps we have been shown are difficult to follow 


because of use of shades of the same colour or black to show 
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different categories of intended use. We were informed that 


this was done for budgetary and time-saving reasons, quite 


understandable for in-house purposes. 


WE RECOMMEND that for public presentation, 


Gifferent colours rather than shades of the 
same colour be used. We also recommend 

that narrow bands of colour of appropriately 
Varyingewedcnereplace the present use of 
agottedvor solid black lines for linear 

Pe Ge 15 Gaveai. 


SECLILON (5 = POLICTES 


(a) Public Real Property Acquisition 


(1) 


The intent of the province as indicated under 
Policies section 5.1.1 (b) is that real property 
required to be purchased from private owners will 
be scheduled over a period of years determined by 
provincial needs and wishes, not those or tne 


landowners involved. 


We accept this requirement but also add a different 
view. After the Parkway Belt West Plan has been 
adopted, we believe that the real property owner 
should have as much control over the timing of a 
sale as the province, provided that such control 

of timing by the owner does not extend beyond the 
provincial deadline for acquisition. Also, alg! 
order that there be some assurance on both sides 
that negotiations not be allowed’ or designed to 
drag by the use of unrealistic proposals, we favour 
either side being able to initiate procedures which 
would assure resolution in a reasonable period of 


time with the help of an independent party. 


Two alternatives that might be considered are as 


Ou OW Sis 


First, expropriation by the Province OF 
expropriation-like procedures as requested 
by the owner (this alternative would assure 
a resolution with the benefit of persons 
experienced in Land Compensation Board pro- 
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cedures and would include rights of appeal 
and the use of processes that are under- 
stood and have been tested over time), and 


Second, arbitration (in which each party selects 
One arbitrator, these then selecting-a’ third. 
pome benerits in the first aiternative are 

lost, ‘but the process is quicker. ) 


WE RECOMMEND that the Parkway Belt West Plan 
pive the wight to a real property owner faced 
With AeCduisiuLone to pebition the provinces «to 
receive an immediate offer on his land. In 
the event that the offer is not satisfactory, 
then either the province or the owner may 
institute expropriation or expropriation—-like 
procedures or compulsory arbitration to settle 
the question in reasonable time. 


We also have some concern that in the scheduling 

OL scout ot Ou lanus by che Drovince, the 
province does not have to give its own specific 

time woale for completion of certain public 

segments such as connecting link highways, hydro 
lines, etc. This might mean that the Plan, although 
started, would have very little real meaning for 


people and tend to drift in the public mind. 


WE RECOMMEND that specific time goals for the 
completion of the acquisition of lands for 
identifiable purposes be inserted into the Plan. 


In the Case of Land acquisition by the province, 
the most common method of payment historically has 
been by the offer of cash. In many cases, the 
receipt of cash may give the recipient the most 
flexibility, but we see no reason why other forms 
of compensation might not be considered where 
appropriate. If so it would be well to make this 
Clear in the Plan. 
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Among the alternatives we have discussed are offers 


meade wo in whole or in part. of: 


- cash 
- provincial bonds in marketable form 
- alternative sites as a substitute 


- lease-backs at favourable rates (present-valued) 


in the case ot Tandsstill to be farmed, the Latter 
eprion Wiehe assist the province in arranging the 
management of the farming of the lands which could 


otherwise be a more troublesome problem. 


WE RECOMMEND that the province permit and encourage 
Pleo ete emt orm of offers: for real property 
recognizing the circumstances involved. 


(b ) Fiscal Measures and Administrative Programs 


Minder section 5.132 0c) can intention is'stated to use "all 
fiscal measures and administrative programs that are available 
and appropriate to facilitate and support the kinds of 
development that are to be encouraged in Parkway Belt West". 
Examples are given as market value assessment and certain 


measures to support agriculture. 


The example of market value assessment is not correct as 
1%) 18 meicther a fiscal measure nor a measure to encourage 
appropriate development in the Parkway Belt. Market value 
assessment will shift burdens of municipal tax compared with 
non-market value assessment but it is neither a revenue-raising 


nor expenditure measure, hence not a "fiscal measure". 


We have already dealt with the measures to support agri- 


culture under our comments on encouraging food production. 


The two fiscal measures and administrative programs of 
which we have been informed and which could be used as 
examples are centralized purchase of land by one government 
agency for most others and the possibility of landowner 
relocation steps. Beyond this, we are not aware Ofte s cad: 
or administrative programs intended for the promotion of 
iiss Lay. 
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WE RECOMMEND that a clearer idea of what types 
Of fiscal measures and administrative 

programs be se ven, or -iiat no reterence vo 
wis intention, be made. 


We do, however, have one recommendation for a fiscal 
measure which will further acceptance of the Parkway Belt West 


Plan and we deal with this next. 


(c) Fiscal Measures to Recognize Down-zoning/Devaluing 


If any one defect has come forward in our discussions 
more than any other, it is the failure to deal fairly with 
those whose lands are not taken away, but who either lose 
development rights or expansion rights without any compensation 
being contemplated. This we believe to be wrong in prin- 
ciple. However, we have also come to realize that to correct 
the problem not only increases costs but also raises problems 
of precedent and how to draw the line between those who should 
Guelweryuaid those whoetshouldn't. sabespite these probiems,, we 


squarely come down in favour of not ignoring the problem. 


In cases where some level of government (federal, provin- 
cig. muntel pal or autuhority) imposes a restricvion om the use 
of private property for the overall public benefit and makes 
no payment of compensation or takes no other corrective action, 
then the costs associated with such public benefit are nov 
borne by the beneficiaries (the public) but rather by the 
owner involved. This process violates fundamental concepts of 


indivyiaual prighvs. 


Tf the interference with property rights is complete, as 
With forced expropriation of land, then a remedy is available 
in the expropriation procedures. If "down-zoning" or 
"devaluing" by removal of development or expansion rights is 
used instead, then a partial interference with property rights 
is accomplished. If the partial interference is not accom- 
panied by any remedy (as proposed in the Parkway Belt West 
Plan), then unfairness results, just as it would result if 
compensation were paid only when full farms were taken, nothing 


being paid for parts of farms taken. 
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In principle, we believe that the affected owner of 
down-zoned or devalued land should be placed in the same 
DOBto2Cieas owuers of other Lands not aiirectéed, that is, bearing 
hiseshare of the cost of the public benefit less any benefit 
he vreceivesse Due nothing Puruner. “This néed nov extend to 
Subsequent owners who acquired in the knowledge of the loss 


to the affected owner. 


TO.apOLy vols Crancaple in toe tease of down—Zoned Jand 
or land where development or expansion rights have been 
removed, the owner of such land in theory should receive (or 
remit) at-the time of change the difference between the market 
Value (se prior to the antiouncement of the change and what 
We= could sccuallty realize on sale alter the announcement. The 
source of payments to landowners should be provincial general 
revenues. This is because the beneficiaries of Parkway Belt 
West restrictions are more closely allied to the provincial 
evel thagethe wationad “or bocal Level of government. “Also, 
Vic SoVvimelal -weneral revenues include proceeds of the land 
Speculeavronrtax wand a share of capital gains taxes Cboth “of 
which are increased as non-Parkway Belt lands gain value from 
the existence of the Parkway Belt). In the unlikely event 
Ghav ea sbandewner In the Parkway Belt experienced a net benefit 
from having development or expansion rights removed on the 
Hands imearby, shenelieprincipbe the reverse should inold sand 
payments should be made to the province. However, we do not 
belteve that this would occur often enough to cause concern 


impthewappli cation Oo. whe principle, 


Te: Firstacomolicat lon im applying "the wheoretical prin- 
ciple comes in the timing of compensation payments. Each 
time that an announcement comes of a change by government 
action affecting the development potential of land, it is 
impractical to think of payments being required into or out 
of government. Also, if the changes were frequent and 
unaccompanied by arms-length sales each time, both the values 
before and after would have to be determined by appraisal, 


an inexact process at best. Although it would represent a 
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departure from the ideal, we are inclined To set the values 
"before" an announcement of change not by an appraisal but 
imsceade by Ghe Use, Of 4 listing of set acreage values where 
tends heve roughly similar values and devermined as,of June 3, 
1973, the day before the announcement of the Parkway Belt 
Policy. The other determinant for any compensation, the 

value "after" an announcement, should only be determined by 
actual arms-length sale whenever and if ever this occurs. 
Prior tO deciding on any sale, an owner of affected lands can 
weigh the benefits of continued ownership against the loss of 
use of funds that would arise from such a sale plus the added 
compensation. If this were done, we believe, the afrected 
landowner would be put into much the same position to control 
his timing as we have recommended for owners being expropriated 


or bought out in’ total by the province: 


MW eecond complicavion in applying the theoretical prin-— 
ciple comes in determining where a line should be drawn 
between those changes in value qualifying for compensation 
and those not to be compensated. There seems to be no problem 
in justifying payment on one end of the scale when all rights 
to the land are being taken (expropriation or purchase). On 
the other end of the scale, there would be considerable 
problem in justifying payments if all landowners say in 
municipality were equally affected (as in down-zoning, say by 


means of a universally-applied 45-foot height limitation). 


One of our members has suggested that compensation should 
be considered only when development had actually started and 
was then stopped by the Parkway Belt. However, the ethers of 
our committee believe that a loss of property rights occurs 
if the right once given to develop is later taken away, whether 
a start has been made or not on the development. However, 
the right should have been actually given, not merely expected 


to be given. 


Approximately 15,000 acres of private land. in, ecomple- 
mentary use areas is shown at present in official plans as 
being designated for uses other than those of the Parkway Belt. 
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Most Of the rest of the land 1s shown as “agricultural” on 
OLrficial plans with To indication of development rights having 
been actually given. We believe that the existence of 
official plan designations favouring development is the 
BOproOpriave cuLt—-ort for determining whether rights were lost 
(15, 000Pacres) rather than the later stave vol “actual zoning 
designation (3,000 acres). We have come to this conclusion as 
a prospective purchasercould assume that zoning changes to 
Slip Une vorr icles Dlan Cestenation would in most cases. be 
readily obvained. Thus about 15,000 acres would qualify for 


Gompensation for richvus lost to the Parkway Belt use. 


The balance. Of private land in the complementary use 
arsagiias Momresen: rights To developments hence in.our view 
should not generate compensation as no "rights" are being lost 
because of the Parkway Belt introduction. Any change in 
valmenwon tiiseiand, which would*require both an offilebal plan 
change and a re-zoning before any development could occur, we 
think of as part of the risk that landowners (farmers, 
developers, businessmen) should accept as a normal consequence 


of tasset “ownership in*a democratic society. 


In summary, we favour broadening the categories receiving 
compensation from the present limited one where all rights 
are taken by expropriation or purchase to add those cases 
where some development rights once granted are taken away, but 
HOvecoOUumeisonlareesmco include compensation for tloess tof 
potentialsdevelopment rights if none had ever been granted. 


Das Ciustanepuonmacan De 7dehined as : 


Compensation Due 


Real property taken by Ls 


expropriation or 
purchase. 


Real property where 
development or expansion 


rights exisvinge in eae 


legislation and 

Oorficial plans. 26 of 
Junews, o/s were or are 
to be removed in Park- 
way Belt legislation and 


subsequent implementing 
official plan changes. 
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Compensation Not Due 


Real property acquired 
aftersthe June 44°1973 
announcement (in assumed 
knowledge of the intended 
restrictions). 


Real property lying out- 
side the Parkway Belt 
planning area, regardless 
of visual or other impact 
from the creation of the 
Parkway Belt. 
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3. Real property where 
development or expansion 
rights have not been 
changed by the Parkway 
boli ilegislanion, (only 
the expectation of later 
approvals for development 
or building expansion 
Nave been lost tnereby. 


As to our choice of the announcement date of June 4, 1973 
as the date from which changes in value should be recognized, 
we are aware that an earlier government announcement on the 
Toronto-Centred Region was made in May, 1970 and it did make 
reference to the desirability for a Parkway Belt generally con- 
sistent in location with that shown in the June 4, 1973 announce- 
ment. However, in the Toronto-Centred Region release, the 
Parkway Belt corridor was not precisely located and was merely a 
CoOmececpL, NOL vactcua policy. =<Also, 10 1S our’ understandings that 
poke it any amoach Om land prices in the area afiected by the 
later Parkway Belt Flan résulted from that earlier announcement. 
Hence, we have chosen June 4, 1973 as the appropriate cut-off 
Gave arcver which rights Jost and values changed should attract 


compensation. 


RS to the form, for compensation, we: favour provineial 
OLrfers of Compensation, for the rights removed., Ii agreement 
ihounoterescMed Chis siciwol ters swe favour resort: by, either, side 
POnproceduresssimijar to those of the Expropriation Act for the 
same reasons, as mentioned in our recommendations concerning 


OUtrPigit spurchase, of real property « 


We recognized that the price tag for provincial acceptance 
of this recommendation will be high (perhaps $3,000 per acre 
on 15,000 acres or $45 million), but perhaps this amount is 
not out of line when considering the cost of land to be 
purchased outright (about $250 million exclusive of lands for 
the 500 kV hydro-electric line right-of-way). Against this 
new cost of $45 million, we believe that there is an offset 
in the provincial and municipal time and dollars saved in not 


having to "sell" beneficial land use planning concepts to 
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those arrected who. now are moved to oppose, such ideas as they 
themselves will have to bear the costs from loss of valuable 
reencs. “The overall public benefit of the scheme carries 
little weight with such landowners as against the costs to be 


borne personally. unless compensation for lost rights is paid. 


WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND that compensation be 
provided to those who owned real property 
in complementary use areas of the Parkway 
Belt West as of June 3, 1973 and who suffer 
loss of development or expansion rights by 
reason of pending changes in official plan 
designations or Zoning, to conform to “the 
new provincial Vegislation implementing the 
Parkway Belt West. 


(d) Legislation to Support Agricultural Use of Land and 

Preservation of Tree Cover 

Although. it may be argued that the Parkway Belt West Plan need 
Onlwesuave onic objective and go no further, we believe that 
many readers of the Plan will be looking to the Parkway Belt 
service corridors and open or treed areas merely as locators 
of future growth and development. They will forget that 
productive crop land is equally as important to our quality 
of life as recreation and non-developed areas. Unless the 
statement of the objective goes further and reminds us of 
the reasonseror placing agriculture in a key role in reviewing 
alternatives for land use, then the simple statement of an 
Objective favouring agriculture and trees will have litvle 
impact. We know that the Plan staff had this objective in 
mind in ite celiperations but for Some reason the major 
objectives listed in Section 3 only refer to protecting 
"Peatures such as wooded areas, watercourses and other points 
of interest" but fail to include the promotion of food 
production at appropriate locations within the Parkway Belt 


as an objective. 


A further step is also required in our view and that is 
the outlining of specific policies intended to be implemented 


to encourage agriculture in areas that are appropriate. Not 
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all areas within the Parkway Belt can realistically be expected 


FO Convinue wn agriculture form obvious. reasons suchas: 


(i) roads being too narrow for farm machinery (which 


can require a 19-foot width as well as permits 


and flags for road movement) 


(ii) farm machinery noise, smells and drifting of 


Ssoray if distance from homes is not great enough, and 


(i111) stealing of edible crops and trespass damage if 


DOopUlabion concentrations are «close at hand. 


Other less obvious reasons for agriculture not flourishing 


in Parkway Belt strips are: 


(i) possible losses of services such as general 


drainage, tile draining and line fences supplied 


Dy enunicipalities-in the past but likely 


threatened in the absence of growth and develop- 


ment and with the extra problem of crossing 


uUpaLaty corridors 


(11) insufficient land area to create economic units 


for farming 


(iii "insecurity of tenure which will likely lead''to 


land mining without 


capital investment, 


nutrient replenishment or 


and 


(iv) vacancy and vandalism that result from slow 


governing decisions 


besthne Asricuiltural jCode 
separation seems to be sought 


undesirable side-effects away 


concerning farm lands. 


of sPractice is any iguide, 
by moving agriculture: involving 


from lived-in areas, rather 


than keeping the lived-in areas away from the best agri- 


cultural areas. With prime agricultural lands competing with 


urban areas, the scales should not Siwayve Gap in favour of 


pushing agriculture back, particularly with the Parkway Belt 


available as a counter-balancing aid. 
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WE RECOMMEND that the major objectives be 
expanded to include food production and 
other agriculture where appropriate in the 
Parkway Belt West, and that specific 
pPoOlictes on land, ténure in economic ‘units; 
service continuance and other policies 
Pecorino eer CuULLUUne Base soes. reds use 
in those parts of the Farkway Belt that 
are appropriate, be set forth. 


te) ferieileural Code sof Practice 


Rrom uirstclance, che section dealing with the Agri- 
Cults code voter racitice, (5.5... ¢b) Cis) ) iwouldsvappear to 
be comprehensive, relying as it does on the Agricultural 


Code of Practice for Ontario. 


Our reading of the Code, however, would indicate that 
the only relevant sections are those dealing with pollution 
problems resulting from certain farm operations and the 
resulting space needs. Matters such as appropriate farm 
products for the conditions to be encountered including the 
hRearness Of urban areas, economic farm unit sizes. etc...are 


not ineluded:. 


TMotse Userulwit specifying the types of agriculture use 
desired in the Parkway Belt West, considerably more than the 
Codeutsimeeded. Types of farming that are appropriate to soil 
and nearness of settlement should be given. Also, among 
Oeinusspnaleshnould perhaps be clarified. inthe Plan as: vie 
question of when a "farm" becomes an "industry through 2 
concentration of activity in confined areas such as installation 
of cheese production facilities on a farm or enclosed chicken- 


Poleing in sheds. 


WE RECOMMEND that the Plan be changed to 
specify proposed permitted agriculture 
policies in addition touthose covered by 
the Agricultural Code of Practice. 


(f) Policies for Co-ordinating and Controlling Actions 
In section 5.2 on Policies for Co-ordinating Actions, 


statements are made that 
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WProvineial-municipal liaison for this purpose 
will be maintained through advisory committees 
and approval processes" 


and 


"It is also intended that quasi-public and 
private development in Parkway Belt West be 
co-ordinated with actions by public authori- 


tieswin order to attain the objectives’ in 
Eherrians! 


The timing and method of handing over of zoning controls to 
the local municipalities has been thought out (5.3.1 (a)) but 
we have seen nothing to indicate that the continuing methods 
for achieving co-ordination have also been determined in 
sufficient detail. In this connection, we are thinking not 
only of the conceptual planning for land management but also 
the later "policine"of development or other land activities 


to assure compliance with the planning determined. 


It is likely that our sister committee, the Municipal 
Advisory Committee, will devote attention to this area. 
However, we do see the need for a specific assignment or 
responsibility for this function--either within the relevant 
provincial department or with a Toronto-Centred Region 
Committee, should such an on-going co-ordinating device be 


favoured. 


In.our view 16. is) important that the Plan be implemented 
in a consistent manner by the municipalities when they take 
control. The mere existence of official plan approvals at 
Ministerial or Municipal Board levels and Committees of 
Adjustment may not be enough to assure reasonable consistency 


in either the plan development or the actual implementation. 


WE RECOMMEND that the implementation procedure 

of the Parkway Belt West Plan be described 

in the Appendix to the Plan as a guide LO 

necessary efforts by municipalities to co- 

ordinate their activities and as a deter- 

mination of landowners! responsibilities in 

order to assure consistent implementation 

procedures. Additionally, the government should 

give thought to how it can further ensure by specific 


ete area the existence of an orderly 
implementation process and so outline in the 
Appendix. 
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(zg) Review 


i Coeds await nh reviews of this FPlan.and of municipal 
Miter ai, ele or eraseo mt ns.2 0b) SC Vitd)) that such 


reviews 


"shall include examination of the impact on 
Parkway Belt West objectives and policies 

of the cumulative effects of zoning amend- 
ments, Committee of Adjustment and Land 
Division, Committee cécisions, plans of 
subdivision and interpretations of boundaries 
and quantitative provisions in the Parkway 
Belt West Plan." 


However, there is no time interval given between reviews nor 
is there other assurance that such reviews will actually be 


done. 


WE RECOMMEND that the Parkway Belt West Plan 
include a description of the responsible 
review authority and of review procedures 
and cleariy state that the=Pilan must be 
reviewed at five-year intervals as required 
by the Ontario Planning and Development Act 


elisha 


Cay = Control by Zoning 


Ae described Gcarlier, the problem for the landowner 
erveeved by the contro outlined in this section (5.3.2 (b)) 
Lor yiew is erorsly unteair and should be remedied by our 
earlier recommendations. There appears to be a slight relief 
in the following section (5.3.2 (c)) dealing with lands that 
are to be acquired for public use after a 10-year period, 
bite tir our view the reller asc mostidy of 1ittie impact. Even 
though temporary zoning uses up to 10 years may be permitted, 
ipso out itkely thay Much Ol wany Tuvure use value will be 
restored and reflected in the price that a new purchaser will 


pe WiLiitne to pay. 
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WE RECOMMEND that, if our recommendations 
concerning public land acquisition and down- 
zoned land adjustments are followed, these 
sections on zoning control and interim 
zoning be appropriately modified. 


(i) Expansion of Business Existing in Complementary Use Areas 


The Parkway Belt West Plan recognizes dn section 5.3.3 ° Ca) 
(VJo thaw Dusiness uses existing at the commencement of the 
Plan may continue and that existing buildings or structures 
may stand and be used, even though non-conforming to Parkway 
Belt objectives. However, exemptions would have to be sought 
where a business wishes to extend a building er plan a new 
builaing on land thaeei¢ already owns in the Parkway Belt 


and may have bought for such purpose. 


At present, we are informed that where the imGesrity of 
the Plan is not threatened, staff is Using its best efforts 
to have exemptions for business expansions approved by the Parkway 
Belt Steering Committee and the minister, except. generally when 
the land is slated for public acquisition or where in the 
Northern Link from Woodbridge to Markham the final location 
of the hydro-electric transmission line may not be determined 
until after the hearings and several optional locations are 
being protected. We have no quarrel with such a procedure 
provided those cases not capable of receiving exemption are 
dealt with by compensation or re-location assistance as 


discussed earlier. 


However, we are concerned that the precedents from 
current exemption decisions may have little bearing on future 
interpretation matters after the Plan has been handed over to 
municipalities for amendments to official plans and for 
processing applications to Committees of Adjustments. Even 
though provincial review of plan changes and Committee of 
Adjustment decisions continue, we would prefer not to rely 
on these provincial reviews, but rather would like to see in 
the vam penersl euidelines or criteria om limits of flexibi- 
ity seterorbnalor the geildance of local officials. 
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Weware alse, concerned that= municipalities be in a 
POSItI On Goract and de act within @ reasonable’ period after 
the implementation of the Parkway Belt West Plan to end 
uUncertaincLles  wnateare sor injurious to business planning. "In 
unis “connection, a set date by which the implementation must 
be completed will help assure this result. We believe that 
a 5-year period from June 1973 should prove adequate, yet 
reasonable for those businesses the expansion planning of 


whieh is atfected. 


WE RECOMMEND a continued policy of flexi- 
DIlicy "te Permit Dusiness expansions That 
do not threaten the integrity of the Plan, 
provincial compensation or re-location 
assistance where the Plan will not permit 
SUCK Expansions, a setting ©rorth in the 
Planywot une feneral criveria or guidelines 
in administrating: the Plan to be followed 
by local authorities and a date of June 4, 
1978 by which all steps must be completed. 


SECTION 6.1 — ESCARPMENT LINK 


(a) University Campuses 


oun committee nad adifiiculty inf reaching a consensus 
On tae validity of ineluding university campuses in the 
Parkway Belt when the university lands contain some valley 
or shoreline lands appropriate for Parkway Belt purposes. 
The staff-developed Plan includes the McMaster campus and 


excludes the Erindale campus. 


In general, some committee members felt that the growth 
and development of universities should not be inhibited by 
additional restraints and approvals resulting from inclusion 
in the Parkway Belt. Others saw Parkway Belt constraints as 
an additional instrument to help ensure that universities 


develop in a physically beautiful, park-like setting. 


Given this divergence of view, the committee was unable 
to arrive at a consensus concerning the apparent contradiction 


of including McMaster and excluding Erindale. Both campuses, 
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to be consistent, should be treated in the same way. One 
solution might be to-.exclude the built-up areas of both (table 
land for both campuses) and include in the Parkway Belt only 
the wooded slopes and marsh areas (McMaster) and valley lands 
(Erindale). 


WE RECOMMEND that the Parkway Belt Task 
Force re-evaluate its position on McMaster 
and Erindale College and university campuses 
that may be affected in the Parkway Belt 
East (Scarborough College) to determine 
whether they should be included or excluded. 


(b) Hamilton Harbour Waterlots 


Some committee members expressed reservations about 
inclusion of Hamilton Harbour waterlots in the Parkway Belt 
West because Plan constraints would prevent the filling in 
of these lous for industrial purposes, for-expansion of the 
CN line in the area for future rapid transit, or for expansion 
of the CN Stuart Street yard. 


The rapid-transit objection may not be an important 
factor because Parkway Belt planners suggest a different route 
Por future rail rapid transit leading to the activity centre 


in Hamilton, not. the harbour line. 


But the Plan as drawn by Parkway Belt planners does 
pose the possibility of removing the waterlots as an option 
tor creation or new tand for-indaustrial development ineluding 


expansaon of Ghe Ch Yard. 


Ac the same time it ts amportant to be aware of the 
dangers posed by filling of the waterlots to the ecological 
health or both Grindstone Creek and the low-lying marsh area 
of Cootes Paradise, both of which drain into Hamilton Harbour. 
The filling—in of waterlots could seriously interfere with 
drainage patterns and cause other adverse effects. In the 
case of waterlots, it seems important to decide which has the 
highest priority--preservation of certain natural ecologically- 
important areas or supporting existing and new industrial 
development. Perhaps it will prove possible to discover some 
kind of trade-off between the two. 
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WE RECOMMEND that the Hamilton Harbour 
waterlots continue to be included in the 
Plan so that the exemption of these lands 
form i ndustraalyerapaa cransit lor rail 
yard purposes if later required, could be 
determined by the appropriate processes 
required as contemplated in the future 
edmMainistracion of the Plan. 


SECTION 6.2 - SOUTHERN LINK 


ta) = Credit River mini-belt 


The node on the east-west corridor of the Southern Link 
at the CrediteRiver is in our view too narrow to accomplish 
much of the separation objective between the Mississauga and 


otreetsville urban areas; as stated in section 6.2.2 -(f£). 


There is also a node at the Credit River on the northern 
corridor whachawe undeérstandsat one: stage in thespreparation 
of the Flan -ledecto thoughts of a north-south corridor along 
wae Credit, River from the northern node to the southern one. 
With the Land to the east of such a possible corridor 
intended to remain undeveloped (the "hole-in-the-doughnut" 
area) this would have seemed logical and we are at a loss to 


know why the idea was not pursued further. 


We understand that development has been discouraged in 
the "hole-in-the-doughnut" area (the area east of the Credit 
River, West of the Airport Mini-belt and between’ the Southern 
ano Northern elinks)) by Ontario government policies or practices 
other than those contained in the Parkway Belt West planning. 
bo longeas this area does remain undeveloped, then the narrow-— 
ness of Parkway separation on three sides bounded by the Parkway 
pelt creates no special problems and there appears no need 
terariese lands to pe included tm whole or in part within the 
Parkway Belt. However, should the provincial policies on dis- 
couraging development be considered for change, we would be 
concerned if the Parkway Belt were not reviewed for possible 
Wicening Of be surrounding corridors to further the separation 


OU eer Lves. 
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On the fourth side, which also forms the eastern edge 
of the Streetsville Urban Area, we are left at present without 
a Parkway Belt West separation in the Plan. As we were 
informed curing. our, meetings. that: the. expectation is for an 
urban area spreading in a L-shape west from the present Mississauga 
developed area and then north to the Streetsville Urban Area 
in an almost unbroken whole, then the definition of the 
eastern edge of the Streetsville Urban Area becomes more 


LMpoOnt any . 
This additional mini-belt would: 


(i) encompass all or most of the Credit River valley 
between the southern Link and the Northern Link 
Go Servevos a favurea | tang derined edae: for the 


Streetsville Urban Area 


(ii) assist in protection of the Credit River water- 


course and banks 


(iii) provide a recreation area for urban population 
and provide an extension of the "area to remain 
undeveloped" westward towards the Streetsville 


Urban Area. 


WE RECOMMEND that an additional mini-belt be 
developed within the Parkway Belt West to 
IMelUCe iaierm poOrgLons of the Credit River 
valley between the Southern and Northern links. 


CB Malton Airport 


The Toronto International Airport at- Malton represents a 
major transportation use which also serves as a separation, much 
like other transportation elements included in the Plan. 

While there seems no immediate pressing need for inclusion, 
we believe that sometime in the future the airport use of 
lands might change and that such change should be guided by 
the same considerations as other lands within the Parkway 
Belt. With the airport lands not included in the Parkway 


Belt, there is less likelihood of intergovernmental consult- 
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ation should changes in airport use affecting other parts of 
the Parkway Belt be contemplated than if the airport lands 


were shown within the belt. 


Wes desrecognize Ibhatetherinelisiion on federal lands 
within the Parkway Belt will require advance discussion and 
indication to the federal government of why the lands should 
be subject to area planning. Just as the federal government 
has accepted the equivalent of local government taxes by 
Brants in dieu, we believe that it will accept. this broader 


approach to the planning. of regional facilities, 


WE RECOMMEND that discussions with the 
federal government be commenced with the 
purpose Of Including the Toronto International 
Aippors Within the Parkway Belt West. 


SECTION 6.3 - NORTHERN LINK 


(a) Ratlways 


Railway representatives on our committee warned 
repeatedly of inhibitions placed on industrial development 
alongside railway trackage in the Northern Link through 
inclusion of such lands in the Parkway Belt, and/or the 
limi tarions Of access to trackage through the placing of 
linear facilities such as electric transmission lines along- 
side rail facilities. They suggested that the province would 
not be well served if scarce serviced industrial and 


commercial lands were to be in even shorter supply. 


Our committee feels that the government should recognize 
that its Parkway Belt West Plan may have adverse effects on 
tne provincial economy Unless Suitably accessed industrial 
commercial lands are otherwise available. This is particularly 
a problem in the Northern Link, located’ as 10’ is in an area 
where so much track and potential for adjoining warehouse and 


spur line served industrial plants exist. 
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WE RECOMMEND 


oy) that Parkway Belt linear facilities in 
the area west of Markham, and again 
immediately west of Highway 400 where 
tae Ontario food Terminal is planninge 
vorrelocate, be planned other than in 
areas adjoining the rail tracks yet 
within the Parkway Belt, widening the 
below vo The north i fi necessary. 


(ii) that im cases where rail has been 
included in the Parkway Belt, as a hard 
edge, linear faciilivies should be moved 
to a new location within the Parkway 
Beit if they prevent access from the 
Pad ie tines) tor the acjoinine lands 
outside the Parkway Belt. 


(ob) 9wai) Warm ote 


The committee expressed concern over the narrowness of 
the link South of Hichmond Hill east of Yonge Street, where 
the Itnk-as present iy desiened is primarily a transportation 
and Ut la tyeocorriderts As sarmesult,. the voverall (Parkway Belt 
objective of achieving open space separation between urban 
areas: is Scarcely realized in’ this sector with so little 
Parkway Belt between Richmond Hill and Metropolitan Toronto. 


This sector deficiency could be simply and largely 
rectiiiedepy a0dine.all»soripart of the, old? TorontodJ ail Farm 
site to the Northern Link. The site lies north of Highway / 


between Yonge and Bayview. 


The vacant 700-acre tract is already publicly owned 
(Cltyect Toronto), contiguous to the Highway ( boundary of 
the staff-produced Parkway Belt Plan and would therefore 
provide an excellent site for some public or quasi-public 
recreation or some other open-space-oriented public facility. 
As a recreation site within the Parkway Belt, it would serve 
not only, nearby, population areas, but is, large enough to 


emerge as a regional facility. 


One drawback to inclusion of the site into the Parkway 
Belt as public land is the CN rail line that passes through 
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it, thus inhibiting possible future industrial development 
Oe eac hu side sotecthie track. This, Inbibition, could be largely 
removed by incorporating into the Parkway Belt only the jail 
farm site east of the north-south track, thus sterilizing 
only one side of the track for industrial development 
Gequiring rail vaccess. The jail farm area betweem the, rail 
line and Yonge Street would permit other uses in that area 
including industrial/commercial as other government levels 
Saw fit. 


WE RECOMMEND inclusion of the Toronto Jail 
VParm Sijeveast of the CN rail Jine in the 
Parkway Belt West as public open space and 
that the rail line serve as the hard-edge 
western boundary of the incorporated area. 


SECTION 6.4 - BURLINGTON-OAKVILLE MINI-BELT 


(a) O11 Companies and Lido Golf Centre 


As @ committee we recognize that the Burlington-Oakville 
Mini-belt is too narrow between Rebecca Street and the CN line 
to serve as an effective separator between the Oakville and 
Burlington urban areas. It would seem important to widen the 


iS tly ilo) iw lalaley Peeve) 5 


One option is to include more of the Shell and BP refining 
property on#the west, but this step would impose certain 
developmentr constraints which already affect those parts of 
Enel property included) in the Parkway Belt at the. current 
Stage of development. 


While it would undoubtedly improve the Parkway Belt to 
include other refinery lands, the committee is aware of the 
burden it would impose on the refineries' freedom of action 


ice Oo. nie, 


A similar trade-off problem exists in connection with 
the Lido Golf Centre, which lies between the CN line and the 
Queen Elizabeth Way. This 75-acre parcel had been developed 


as a golf course by government agreement as an interim step 
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prior to full-scale industrial development. However, it was 
subsequently included in the mini-belt to achieve adequate 
open-space separation between the Oakville and Burlington urban 
eVeac ne aeniticant, widlhgis particularly required for the 
Parkway Belt at this point because the mini-belt is breached 
by east-west transportation (CN and Queen Elizabeth Way) and 
utility (Ontario Hydro) corridors. Suggestions for exclusion 
of the Lido Golf Centre from the Parkway Belt would cause 
Severe damage to the Parkway Belt. 


WE RECOMMEND that the present Parkway Belt 
plans be continued which would leave the 
Lido Golf Centre in the Parkway Belt and not 
add any new refinery lands to the Plan. 


SECTION 6.5 - OAKVILLE-MISSISSAUGA MINI-BELT 


(a), Separation north -of Southern Link 


The separation width between the proposed Oakville North 
Urban Area and the Streetsville Urban Area in our view is not 


Very 2reay North or the Southern Link. 
Two alternatives suggest themselves to us - 


(i) moving the western boundary of the North-South 
Corridor trom eche present planned location 
CUbttnea bie OLS in theamiddle, further west 
Go. thes olm Line, or 


(ii) moving the eastern boundary half-way to the 
10th Line including several tree stands 


elose Dy; 


Woerollow the first: alternative by widening the belt to 
the west, the proposed urban area of Oakville North will be 
made somewhat smaller, which may or may not cause concern. 
The recently released COLUC report indicates that Oakville 
North piped services trunk extensions are not likely until 
after 1990 (Table 6) and that "mature" population and 
employment totals will be considerably less than Erin Mills 
to the east (Figure 5). 
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In addition, in widening the belt to the west, the second 
half of lots already halved would be added to the Parkway Belt 
areas (not too serious a concern if our recommendations on 


treating affected landowners are followed). 


To follow the second alternative by widening the belt 
to the east, the Streetsville Urban Area will be restricted 


somewhat in potential land for development. 


Our committee would like to see a widening of the Oakville- 
Mississauga Mini-belt between the Southern and Northern Links, 
bUGeIn “his case at may be desirable to Leave the mini-beLlt 
at the planned width if the needs for serviced land for develop- 
mMenuacontanue To be scrong.” If not, them one or other of the 
widenings wouldbe desirable, this choice being one where we 


Cloenoy A. tempt to Teach conclusion: 


(b) Separation South of Southern Link 


The separation south of the Southern Link between the 
Mississauga Urban Area and the Oakville Urban Area is also 


ineffective in our view. 


Duereast of the Ford plant, there is a tree nursery and 
a wooded area (south of the tracks) which from our on-site 
inspection would appear desirable to have included. At the 
same time, inclusion of such land would eliminate the possibi- 
lity of industrial development related to the nearby CN line. 


Once again, we regret that we were not able to come to 
any near unanimous view in our committee on whether the Park- 
way Belt should be enlarged in this area or not, and we must 
content ourselves with highlighting a concern at narrowness 


in this area. 


SECTION 6.6 - AIRPORT MINI-BELT 


Other than our earlier-mentioned views that the narrow 
width of this corridor is acceptable assuming that development 
does not occur in the "hole-in-the-doughnut" area to the west, 
we have no comments to make on this link in the Parkway Belt 


West. 
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PUBLIC PRESENTATION 


(a) Assistance to Groups Preparing Submissions for Public 
Hearing 
We understand that some thought has been given to the 
provision at public expense of grants to groups indicating a 
desire to prepare and present a submission to the public 


hearings to be held on the Parkway Belt West. 


In our view and subject to the adoption of our recommend- 
ations dealing with improvement of the information available 
on tie-ins to other schemes, multi-colour mapping and justific- 
ation, a complete outline in sufficient depth for understanding 
will be available without the need for assignment of significant 


amounta.son suatt time or eranus tothe interested groups. 


However, we were impressed with the advantages of our 
On—-sive 1nspectiom py bus tour. While it is unreasonable to 
expect any general offering of similar tours, we do believe 
that particular points of interest could be noted on maps 
distributed to those interested in making their own tours, and 
that temporary displays and descriptive signs could be located 


at these points to assist those persons taking their own tours. 


(b) Written Questions in Advance 


At the time of public notice of the designation of the 
public hearing body and the procedures to be followed, we 
Detieve that it would be worthwitle to incorporate a service 
to those interested in appearing whereby they could send in 
written questions and requests for information to the staff 
which the staff would answer unless the requests were 
unreasonable. We realize that this process is generally 
followed informally but believe it desirable to make ¢elear to 
all interested that questions on interpretation and other 


information can be cleared up or obtained in advance. 


End 
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